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Abstract
Background: Anther smuts of the basidiomycetous genus Microbotryum on Caryophyllaceae are
important model organisms for many biological disciplines. Members of Microbotryum are most
commonly found parasitizing the anthers of host plants in the family Caryophyllaceae, however they
can also be found on the anthers of members of the Dipsacaceae, Lamiaceae, Lentibulariaceae, and
Portulacaceae. Additionally, some members of Microbotryum can be found infecting other organs of
mainly Polygonaceae hosts. Based on ITS nrDNA sequences of members of almost all genera in
Microbotryaceae, this study aims to resolve the phylogeny of the anther smuts and their
relationship to the other members of the family of plant parasites. A multiple analysis strategy was
used to correct for the effects of different equally possible ITS sequence alignments on the
phylogenetic outcome, which appears to have been neglected in previous studies.
Results: The genera of Microbotryaceae were not clearly resolved, but alignment-independent
moderate bootstrap support was achieved for a clade containing the majority of the Microbotryum
species. The anther parasites appeared in two different well-supported lineages whose
interrelationship remained unresolved. Whereas bootstrap support values for some clades were
highly vulnerable to alignment conditions, other clades were more robustly supported. The
differences in support between the different alignments were much larger than between the
phylogenetic optimality criteria applied (maximum parsimony and maximum likelihood).
Conclusion: The study confirmed, based on a larger dataset than previous work, that the anther
smuts on Caryophyllaceae are monophyletic and that there exists a native North American group
that diverged from the European clade before the radiation of the European species. Also a second
group of anther smuts was revealed, containing parasites on Dipsacaceae, Lamiaceae, and
Lentibulariaceae. At least the majority of the parasites of Asteraceae appeared as a monophylum,
but delimitations of some species in this group should be reconsidered. Parasitism on Polygonaceae
is likely to be the ancestral state for the Microbotryaceae on Eudicot hosts.
Background
The genera of Microbotryaceae
Anther smuts of the genus Microbotryum  that parasitise
members of the Caryophyllaceae are well-established
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model organisms. They have been subject to research in
different areas, i.e. genetics (e.g. [1]), population analysis
(e.g. [2]), phylogenetics (e.g. [3]), host-parasite evolution
[4], and ecology [5]. The sorus formation of smuts in the
anthers of the hosts is an interesting constellation that has
been discussed in the context of pollination. Lateral trans-
mission of the parasite by the pollinator is thought to
have a significant effect on the evolutionary history of the
genus and its distribution on different hosts [5]. There are
ten recognized species of caryophyllaceous anther smuts
[6,7], but the species concept in this group is discussed
quite controversially. Some authors define at least some
species as formae speciales of Microbotryum violaceum
(Pers.) G. Deml & Oberw. [3,8-10]. In contrast, Liro [11],
based on infection experiments and field observations,
already separated Ustilago violacea (Pers.) Roussel (i.e.
Microbotryum violaceum) into several species. Molecular
studies also indicate genetical isolation of lineages parasi-
tising different host plants [7,10] or occurring in different
geographical regions [3]. Against this background, it is
desirable to further our understanding of this group. Fur-
thermore, it is noteworthy that the caryophyllaceous
anther smuts are only a minor group in Microbotryum.
On the basis of ultrastructural features, the Microbotry-
aceae are defined as phytoparasitic Basidiomycota that
have transversely septate basidia with multiple produc-
tion of sessile basidiospores and intercellular hyphae but
no haustoria [12]. The Microbotryaceae are separated
from their sister family, the Ustilentylomataceae, by hav-
ing hyphae with poreless septa at maturity [12]. For an
extensive historical overview of Microbotryum  see [6].
Vánky [6] revised Microbotryum, and, based on spore mass
colour, transferred most of the Ustilago species that parasi-
tise eudicotyledonous plants to Microbotryum. Later, new
species were added [7,13,14], and Microbotryum now con-
tains 77 species. Even though the caryophyllaceous anther
smuts are the best-known members of the genus, most
species are parasites on Polygonaceae. Hosts are also
described in the Asteraceae, Dipsacaceae, Gentianaceae,
Lamiaceae, Lentibulariaceae, and Onagraceae. The forma-
tion of sori is not restricted to anthers, but there is sorus
formation in seeds, whole flowers, pedicels, stems, and
leaves.
Next to Microbotryum the Microbotryaceae contain Bauer-
ago Vánky, Liroa Cif., Sphacelotheca de Bary, and Zundelio-
myces  Vánky [15]. So far, no hypotheses have been
formulated about how these genera might be related to
each other. Sphacelotheca is distinct from Microbotryum by
forming appendices between spores, the so-called disjunc-
tors, and by the presence of a columella and a peridium in
the sori [16,17]. Liroa forms tumours on its host plants
including an apical lunular bed of spore masses [16-19].
Bauerago is characterized by its parasitism on Cyperaceae
and Juncaceae, the presence of a peridium and the lack of
a columella [20].
In order to obtain hypotheses about the phylogenetic rela-
tionships of the main groups in the Microbotryaceae, we
performed molecular phylogenetic analyses based on
nuclear internal transcribed spacer (ITS) sequences.
Besides Microbotryum, specimens of Bauerago, Liroa, and
Sphacelotheca were included in our analyses. Thus, with
the exception of the monotypic genus Zundeliomyces, spec-
imens of which were unavailable to us, all genera in
Microbotryaceae were considered. Representative mem-
bers of Ustilentylomataceae were included for rooting the
phylogenetic trees [15].
Internal transcribed spacer sequences as a molecular 
marker for smut fungi
The ITS region of the nuclear rDNA has already been used
in many studies to resolve phylogenetic relationships
within the fungal kingdom. For smut fungi, the ITS has
been proven to sufficiently resolve genera, e.g., Entyloma
[21],  Tilletia  [22], and Ustilago/Sporisorium  [23]. ITS
sequences have been used to infer phylogenies of Micro-
botryum and Sphacelotheca [7,24], and Freeman et al. [3]
demonstrated that the topologies of phylogenetic trees of
M. violaceum s.l. inferred from ITS data showed no
strongly supported inconsistencies to trees inferred from
β- and γ-Tubulin. The partition homogeneity test [25]
conducted by these authors indicated significant conflict
between the partitions, but they discussed the possibility
that the partition homogeneity test could be too conserv-
ative. Furthermore, the partition homogeneity test has
been criticised in general (see [26] and references therein).
Based on these studies, it seemed promising to use ITS
data to try to answer phylogenetic questions inside the
Microbotryaceae.
However, aligning non-coding sequences like ITS may be
much more difficult than using protein-coding DNA frag-
ments which are structured by reading frames and have
most variability concentrated at third base positions
within codons [27]. As Morrison and Ellis [28] have dem-
onstrated, the effects of different underlying DNA
sequence alignments on phylogenetic tree reconstruction
may be even greater than the effect of the different tree-
building methods (e.g., maximum parsimony, maximum
likelihood, and distance methods). Tree topologies and
branch support inferred from these alignments may be
influenced by guide tree topology [29] or input order of
sequences [27,30] as well as parameters like the ratios of
gap costs to transition/transversions costs [31] used for
aligning.
To cope with these problems, one possibility is to exclude
the most ambiguously aligned characters before conduct-BMC Evolutionary Biology 2006, 6:35 http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2148/6/35
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ing phylogenetic analysis. Gatesy et al. [32] pointed to the
advantage of doing this in a reproducible manner. These
authors advocated running an alignment program under
several parameter combinations and to use only those
positions that were consistently revealed under all combi-
nations tested. Excluding alignment-ambiguous regions,
however, does not take into account that different possi-
ble alignment solutions do not necessarily imply different
topologies [33] or support values. An approach based on
the generation of a number of alignments by the same
algorithm but under different parameter combinations
was called "multiple analysis method" by Lee [33]. Here,
trees are inferred separately from the respective align-
ments and only relationships appearing in all (or most) of
the trees are accepted (see also [34]). Another possibility
would be to use different alignment algorithms under
default values, respectively, as did Morrison and Ellis [28].
In addition to the exclusion of ambiguous regions in a
reproducible manner we also followed the latter approach
and computed trees from three largely different align-
ments of the same dataset without excluding ambiguous
positions. Combining these approaches should reveal
whether clade support is based on alignment-ambiguous
regions, and, if so, whether it is dependent on how these
regions are aligned.
Results
DNA alignments
The alignment obtained with MAFFT had a total length of
811 bp. After the exclusion of positions with too many
leading or trailing gaps, 738 bp remained, 411 of which
were variable and 286 of which were parsimony-informa-
tive. The corresponding numbers were 817, 744, 381, and
293 for the PCMA alignment and 850, 749, 370 and 287
for the POA alignment respectively. Considerable parts of
the ITS were not identically aligned between these three
approaches, including a very long alignment-ambiguous
part of the ITS1 and two shorter alignment-ambiguous
parts of the ITS2. These alignment ambiguities are also
illustrated by the DIALIGN alignment in which 406 of a
total of 910 columns had a quality score of only 0 or 1 and
were excluded from further analyses. From the remaining
504 positions, 181 were variable and 124 were parsi-
mony-informative.
Maximum parsimony
Heuristic maximum parsimony analysis of the concate-
nated dataset yielded 1780 most parsimonious trees of
length 3665. The consistency index of these was 0.513
(0.4963 when uninformative characters were excluded)
and the retention index [35] 0.813. Minimum length trees
were found in 73 of the 200 replicates. The strict consen-
sus of these most parsimonious trees is shown in Fig. 1
together with bootstrap values obtained by three separate
parsimony bootstrap analyses of the MAFFT, PCMA, and
POA alignments, respectively. Additionally, maximum
parsimony bootstrap values from the reduced dataset
obtained by excluding alignment-ambiguous regions are
indicated.
For discussion purposes, we separated the taxa into four
distinct informal groups (Bauerago group and Microbot-
ryum groups I, II, and III; compare Fig. 2). Three of these
groups appeared as monophyletic in the analyses,
although only two of them were moderately to highly
supported as a natural grouping. Group II did not appear
as a monophylum, but formed a paraphyletic clade.
Within the ingroup, the two sampled Bauerago species, B.
abstrusa on Juncus sp. and B. vuyckii on Luzula sp. separated
basally in the strict consensus, forming a monophyletic
group ("Bauerago group") with bootstrap values of 99–
100% in all alignments. The position of this clade in the
tree, however, received bootstrap support only in the POA
alignment (79%). If alignment-ambiguous regions were
excluded, there was 61% support for an alternative
arrangement (not shown).
The Microbotryum I group contained M. bistortarum, M. bos-
niacum, M. nepalense, M. pustulatum, and M. tuberculiforme
as well as the sampled Sphacelotheca specimens and the
monotypic genus Liroa. Support for the group seemed to
be especially vulnerable to alignment conditions, ranging
from 57% (MAFFT) to 91% (POA). Microbotryum group I
was unsupported if alignment-ambiguous regions were
excluded. There was again 61% support for an arrange-
ment indicating that M. bistortarum does not belong to
group I (not shown). In the strict consensus inferred from
the three concatenated alignments, M. bistortarum sepa-
rated basally within Microbotryum  group I, its different
specimens forming a monophyletic group with support
values of 100%.
The following two groups, the apparently paraphyletic
Microbotryum group II and the apparently monophyletic
Microbotryum  group III, clustered together. This sister-
group relationship was weakly to moderately (59–73%)
supported under all alignment conditions. Likewise, it
received 71% bootstrap support after exclusion of low-
quality alignment columns.
Microbotryum group II appeared as paraphyletic, although
without support, and contained parasites of a broad range
of host families including Polygonaceae, Asteraceae, Dip-
sacaceae, Lentibulariaceae, and Lamiaceae. M. interme-
dium  on  Scabiosa  formed a monophyletic group,
unsupported if alignment-ambiguous columns were
excluded but supported by bootstrap values ranging from
88% (MAFFT) to 99% (POA), otherwise, together with M.
pinguiculae and M. betonicae, parasites in the flowers ofBMC Evolutionary Biology 2006, 6:35 http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2148/6/35
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Strict consensus of 1780 most parsimonious trees inferred from the dataset consisting of three concatenated, complete ITS  alignments Figure 1
Strict consensus of 1780 most parsimonious trees inferred from the dataset consisting of three concatenated, complete ITS 
alignments. The topology was rooted with Ustilentyloma brefeldii and U. fluitans. Symbols on branches indicate the magnitude of 
parsimony bootstrap values from analyses of the dataset after exclusion of alignment-ambiguous sites (upper left) and of the 
three different, complete alignments made with MAFFT (upper right), PCMA (lower left), and POA (lower right). The right side 
of the picture reports morphological features of the specimens included in our data set. The symbols and abbreviations used 
are as follows. Form of spore ornamentation: filled-in circle, smooth spores; hollow square, verrucose spores; filled-in square, 
reticulate spores. Height of spore ornamentation: filled-in circle, smooth spores; hollow square, flat ornamentation; filled-in 
square, high ornamentation. Disjunctors, columella: hollow square, absent; filled-in square, present. Forming galls with an apical 
lunular bed of spore masses: hollow square, absent; filled-in square, present. Sorus location: Leav, leaves; St, Stems; Inf, inflores-
cence axis; Ped, pedicels; Flow, swollen (and often deformed) whole flowers; Ovar, ovaries only; Seed, seeds only; Fil, filaments 
only; Anth, anthers only. Host family: Poac, Poaceae; Junc, Juncaceae; Poly, Polygonaceae; Lent, Lentibulariaceae; Lami, Lam-
iaceae; Dips, Dipsacaceae; Aste, Asteraceae; Cary, Caryophyllaceae; M., Microbotryum; M. tragopo.-pratensis, Microbotryum 
tragopogonis-pratensis; M. v.-irregulare, Microbotryum violaceo-irregulare; M. v.-verrucosum, Microbotryum violaceo-verrucosum; S., 
Sphacelotheca.
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Maximum likelihood analyses of phylogenetic relationships of sampled Microbotryum specimens Figure 2
Maximum likelihood analyses of phylogenetic relationships of sampled Microbotryum specimens. The tree shown was inferred 
from the PCMA alignment with PhyML under a TrN+I+G model of site substitution. Branch lengths are scaled in terms of 
expected numbers of nucleotide substitutions per site. For explanation of the three Microbotryum groups on the right-hand 
side see discussion. Abbreviations are as in Fig. 1. The dashed line indicates that Microbotryum group 2 is not a monophyletic 
group.
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Lentibulariaceae and Lamiaceae, respectively. The para-
sites of members of Asteraceae, M. tragoponis-pratensis, M.
scorzonerae, M. onopordi, and M. scolymi formed a mono-
phyletic group in strict consensus. However, strong (97%)
support for this clade was only revealed with the PCMA
alignment. The clade was unsupported under the other
alignment conditions and also if alignment-ambiguous
regions were excluded. There was, however, strong (97–
100%) support under all alignment conditions for the
hypothesis that M. scorzonerae on Scorzonera hispanica is
more closely related to M. tragopogonis-pratensis than to M.
scorzonerae on Scorzonera humilis.
M. anomalum, a smut parasitising the flowers of Fallopia
aubertii (Polygonaceae), was revealed as the sister group of
the caryophyllaceous anther smuts (i.e., Microbotryum
group III) but with only weak support with the MAFFT
alignment (57%) and no support in the other analyses. A
seed parasite of Holosteum umbellatum (Caryophyllaceae),
M. holostei, was also situated in Microbotryum group II.
However, it seems not to be directly related to the anther
smuts of Caryophyllaceae since it formed a monophyletic
lineage with specimens of M. scabiosae, anther smuts on
the genus Knautia (Dipsacaceae). Yet the support for this
relationship was low.
M. stygium, which parasitises the flowers of Rumex acetosa
clustered together with the aforementioned three species
and with Microbotryum group III, but with no support for
its placement. The sister-group relationship of M. shastense
and M. vinosum both of which appear in flowers of Polyg-
onaceae was unsupported by alignment-stable regions but
received moderate to strong (69–100%) support from
analyses of the three complete alignments, respectively.
Microbotryum  group III represents the anther smuts of
Caryophyllaceae, which formed a monophyletic clade.
This clade was hardly supported (57%) after exclusion of
alignment-ambiguous columns, but received moderate to
strong support (79–90%) from analysis of the three com-
plete alignments, respectively. Among the species
described to subdivide M. violaceum s.l., M. dianthorum got
moderate to strong support (74–92%) from all three com-
plete alignments. Bootstrap support for M. stellariae
ranged from 99 to 100%. The recently described M. sapon-
ariae was also strongly supported by bootstrap values of
97–100%. These support values were lower if alignment-
ambiguous regions were excluded. Relationships between
these anther-inhabiting species were generally less well
resolved.
Maximum likelihood
The substitution models selected by the AICc were
TrN+I+G for each of the three complete alignments,
respectively, and GTR+I+G for the DIALIGN alignment
after exclusion of low quality columns. The tree inferred
with PhyML under the best model from the PCMA align-
ment is shown in Fig. 2. The majority-rule consensus
including compatible groupings of the likelihood trees
obtained from each of the three complete alignments,
respectively, is shown in Fig. 3 together with bootstrap
values obtained by separate likelihood bootstrap analyses
of the alignments. Additionally, likelihood bootstrap val-
ues from the reduced dataset obtained by excluding align-
ment-ambiguous regions are indicated. In general,
support values from likelihood analyses were very similar
to the bootstrap results obtained under maximum parsi-
mony and will not be discussed in detail here. The differ-
ences in support between the different alignments were
much larger than between likelihood and parsimony.
Discussion
Methodical aspects
Our multiple analysis approach shows that alignment
ambiguities can have a significant impact on branch sup-
port obtained by analysis of ITS sequences in Microbot-
ryum, a factor which, as in many molecular phylogenetic
analyses, has not been investigated so far. Multiple analy-
sis also shows that support for some clades is much more
vulnerable to alignment conditions than for other clades.
Parsimony bootstrap values indicating monophyly of
Microbotryum group I, for instance, range from 57% under
the MAFFT alignment to 91% under the POA alignment,
and the group receives no support from alignment-unam-
biguous regions alone. Microbotryum group III is unsup-
ported (52% parsimony bootstrap) by alignment-stable
columns, too, but is considerably supported (79–90%
parsimony bootstrap) by analyses of the three complete
alignments, respectively. The latter case illustrates the util-
ity of the strategies of Morrison and Ellis [28] and Lee [33]
since excluding all the ambiguous positions from the
analyses would have resulted in an unnecessary loss of res-
olution.
Alignments are always just hypotheses of homology of
single nucleotides. Alignment positions may be impossi-
ble to homologise unambiguously, but if several hypoth-
eses about their homology result in the same groupings in
a phylogenetic tree, these groups can be considered sup-
ported independently of a specific alignment applied. Fur-
thermore, using automated approaches to alignment
avoids the problems of the investigator's bias and the lack
of reproducibility that may be related to manual align-
ments [32].
Partly due to computation time limitations, we only
tested three different alignment implementations and
probably were unable to fully explore the space of possi-
ble solutions to ITS multiple sequence alignment. On the
other hand, the three programs we applied are well rankedBMC Evolutionary Biology 2006, 6:35 http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2148/6/35
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Maximum likelihood majority-rule consensus inferred from the datasets of the three different alignments Figure 3
Maximum likelihood majority-rule consensus inferred from the datasets of the three different alignments. The right side of the 
picture indicates the host plant for each parasite. Symbols on branches indicate the magnitude of likelihood bootstrap values 
from analyses of the dataset after exclusion of alignment-ambiguous sites (upper left) and of the three different, complete align-
ments made with MAFFT (upper right), PCMA (lower left), and POA (lower right). Abbreviations are as in Fig. 1.
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in simulation studies (e.g., better than the often used
CLUSTAL software; [36-38]) and are able to align larger
numbers of sequences in reasonable time (in contrast to,
e.g., T-Coffee), justifying our selection. Based on this
background, we believe the multiple analysis strategy
applied here to produce reliable information. The large
number of positions not identically aligned between the
three alignments made us confident that the alignment
space investigated was not too narrow. The influence of
different alignments was analysed for the first time in
Microbotryaceae and future research should account for
these effects, as support values may be quite vulnerable to
alignment conditions. The apparently alignment-inde-
pendent support for other groupings, however, indicates
the value of ITS rDNA for phylogenetic purposes in the
Microbotryaceae. Furthermore, there is currently no evi-
dence that phylogenetic trees inferred from ITS are more
sensitive to alignment conditions in Microbotryaceae
than in other groups of comparable rank, because these
effects have rarely been investigated.
Phylogenetics of Microbotryaceae
By means of ITS data we were able to obtain hypotheses
on the inter- and intra-generic relationships of the Micro-
botryaceae (Figs. 1, 2, 3). In the following, the phyloge-
netic hypotheses obtained will be discussed with a focus
on characters, such as morphology and hosts, that are
considered to be important in the systematics of the
Microbotryaceae [6,12,16,17,39]. The distribution of
major traits is, as an overview, mapped on the phylogeny
in Fig. 1. With respect to the structure of the spore surface,
we found it appropriate to distinguish between the height
of the ornamentation and its shape, as we observed four
combinations: flat warts, flat meshes, high warts, and high
meshes. The other characters are well known from litera-
ture.
Family delimitations
Based on the classification of genera as members of the
Microbotryaceae by the absence of a septal porus in
mature hyphae [12] we included two Ustilentyloma species
in the analysis for rooting purposes. Their separation from
members of the Microbotryaceae is supported by high
bootstrap values under all alignment conditions (Figs. 1,
3). However, more genera of Ustilentylomataceae as well
as further outgroup taxa would have to be included in the
analysis to support the family concept in the Microbotry-
ales presented by Weiss et al. [15], which is based on
ultrastructural characters.
Bauerago
The lineage in the Microbotryaceae diverging basally is
formed by the two Bauerago species. This arrangement,
however, receives considerable bootstrap support only
from the POA alignment. Even though they do not para-
sitise Poaceae as Ustilentyloma does, Bauerago species are
also parasites of a monocotyledonous family, the Jun-
caceae. In contrast to Ustilentyloma, which forms its sori in
leaves, Bauerago forms its sori in the ovaries of its host. As
the genus Aurantiosporium, also a member of the Ustilenty-
lomataceae, forms its sori in the spikelets of Cyperaceae
[40], future work is needed to resolve the question if sorus
formation in the inflorescence is a plesiomorphic charac-
ter for the Microbotryaceae.
For the three following groups the phylogenies show that
species pathogenic of Polygonaceae are paraphyletic (Figs.
1, 2, 3). Therefore, it seems reasonable to conclude that
parasitism on Polygonaceae is the ancestral state for
Microbotryaceae on Eudicot hosts.
Microbotryum group I
This group, strongly supported only from the POA align-
ment and weakly supported under other conditions, man-
ifests a generic clutter, as it contains Sphacelotheca, Liroa,
and Microbotryum species (Figs. 1, 3). The group is very
diverse in spore ornamentation, height of respective spore
ornaments (i.e., warts in case of verrucose spores and
meshes of a net-like structure in case of reticulate spores),
and location of sorus formation. In general, average
height of the spore ornament in this group seems to be
much lower than in the other groups [17,39], but as the
ornament heights of Liroa emodensis and M. tuberculiforme
show, there are also exceptions to this rule [17,18]. Both
species occur on hosts in East Asia [17], but do not appear
to be monophyletic. Additionally, spores of many mem-
bers of this group show a verrucose ornamentation. Only
three species of caryophyllaceous anther smuts, M. chlo-
ranthae-verrucosum, M. violaceo-irregulare and M. violaceo-
verrucosum, evolved this trait as well, but their spore orna-
ments seem rather high [7,39]. In addition to verrucose
ornamentation there is also reticulate ornamentation in
Microbotryum group I as in Liroa emodensis or M. tuberculi-
forme and, strikingly, in-between forms as in M. bosniacum
[17,18,39]. Location of sorus formation reaches from the
ovaries (e.g. Sphacelotheca polygoni-serrulati), the inflores-
cence axis and the pedicels (Liroa emodensis), over the stem
(e.g. M. nepalense) to the leaves (M. pustulatum) and, there-
fore, must not be considered as being fixed in that group.
The only unifying non-molecular character known for this
group so far is the parasitism on members of the genus
Polygonum, a feature, however, that also occurs in mem-
bers of Microbotryum group II. Hence, there is so far no
morphological or ecological support for the monophyly
of group I. As its bootstrap support values are also highly
vulnerable to alignment conditions, the monophyletic
status of the group remains doubtful.
The specimens of M. bistortarum on Polygonum viviparum
form a monophyletic lineage that is very well supportedBMC Evolutionary Biology 2006, 6:35 http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2148/6/35
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by a parsimony and likelihood bootstrap of 100% respec-
tively. As seen in the phylogenetic tree from likelihood
analyses (Fig. 2) this group is also separated from the
other members of the Microbotryum  group I by a large
genetic distance. Since specimen mk071 has been col-
lected in Mongolia and mk070 and mk080 are from
Europe (see Table 1), this lineage exhibits a high uniform-
ity in the ITS sequence even over large geographic dis-
tances. Whether or not this is related to the mostly
apomictic proliferation of P. viviparum [41] remains to be
clarified.
Microbotryum group II
In general, members of the following two groups form
their sori in the host inflorescence but some of the basal
members in Microbotryum group II develop their sori in
stems (M. parlatorei) or leaves (M. kuehneanum), both this
group and the Microbotryum group III exhibit high spore
ornaments [17,39], and Microbotryum group II is addition-
ally characterized by an abundance of host families.
All analyses based on complete alignments show high
support values for the monophyly of the group containing
M. intermedium, M. betonicae, and M. pinguiculae (Figs. 1,
3); this is an astonishing aspect: even though all of these
species form their sori in the anthers they parasitise on dif-
ferent host families. A possible explanation is that all of
the latter belong to Euasterids, with Lentibulariaceae and
Lamiaceae being very closely related [42]. Another aspect
shown by this work is that there could be at least two inde-
pendent lineages of anther smuts on Dipsacaceae, both in
Microbotryum group II (Figs. 1, 2, 3). Polyphyly of Dip-
sacaceae parasites does not receive support in our analy-
ses, however, the sister-group relationship of M.
intermedium on Scabiosa and parasites of Lentibulariaceae
and Lamiaceae is well supported. The ITS data cannot
reject the hypothesis of monophyly of a group consisting
of all the parasites of Dipsacaceae, Lentibulariaceae and
Lamiaceae included in this study. Given the monophyly
of this group, the most parsimonious interpretation is the
paraphyly of the smut fungi on Dipsacaceae with respect
to the parasites of the other two families. M. intermedium
is characterized by a pale spore mass colour whereas M.
scabiosae on Knautia shows a purplish-brown spore mass
colour [6]. If spore mass colour corresponds to mono-
phyletic lineages in the dipsacaceous anther smuts, one
would predict that M. succisae (for which no molecular
data were available) clusters with M. scabiosae and that M.
flosculorum and M. cephalariae (which were not included
in our sample either) cluster with M. intermedium. On the
other hand, it has been shown that the host genera Cepha-
laria (M. cephalariae), Succisa (M. flosculorum, M. succisae),
and Knautia (M. flosculorum, M. scabiosae) are more closely
related to each other than the hosts of M. cephalariae and
M. flosculorum to Scabiosa [43]. Future work in this group
will show if host relationships have had a significant effect
on parasite phylogeny and if spore mass colour, although
rather variable in the Microbotryaceae, is a valuable char-
acter in smaller subclades.
The parasites on Asteraceae, based on the presented
molecular phylogeny, form a monophyletic group (Figs.
1, 3), although without support. In traditional taxonomy
parasites in this group are distinguished by spore mass
colour, spore size and host plant. Most interesting is the
relationship between M. tragopogonis-pratensis and M. scor-
zonerae, as there seem to be parasites on Scorzonera that are
more closely related to parasites on Tragopogon than to
other  Scorzonera  parasites; this relationship is strongly
supported under all alignment conditions and may indi-
cate that there is a parasite being able to infect both hosts.
However, genetic distances between the parasite of Scor-
zonera humilis and  M. tragopogonis-pratensis are much
lower than between these and the parasite of Scorzonera
hispanica (Fig. 2). Hence, M. tragopogonis-pratensis might
be able to parasitise some members of Scorzonera, but also
a separate lineage of Scorzonera parasites might exist; this
may be due to a host shift from Tragopogon pratensis to
Scorzonera humilis or vice versa. A relatively recent host
shift has been described in Microbotryum violaceum s.l.
from Petroraghia saxifraga to Gypsophila repens [44]. Addi-
tional research, based on, e.g., infection experiments or
genotyping, is needed to clarify whether a host jump
recently occurred in M. tragopogonis-pratensis, too, or
whether or not a relatively low host specificity is an
ancient condition in this parasite.
Microbotryum group III
Previous phylogenetic studies of members of Microbot-
ryum were, with the exception of [24], restricted to caryo-
phyllaceous anther smuts and used other Microbotryum
species only as outgroups to root trees. Our results, based
on a broader species spectrum, confirm the results of pre-
vious studies [3,7,24] that the anther smuts of Caryophyl-
laceae form a monophyletic group. There are several
monophyletic clades observed in this group which can be
assigned to different parasite species (Figs. 1, 2, 3) and
which are consistent with most traditional approaches to
the taxonomy of these anther smuts [6]. Based on infec-
tion experiments, the splitting of the former Microbotryum
violaceum s.l. comprising all anther smuts of Caryophyl-
laceae in a couple of species with narrow host ranges was
already proposed by Liro [11]. The large genetic distances
within Microbotryum violaceum s.l. compared to the dis-
tances between and within other Microbotryum  species
(Fig. 2) are in disagreement with its treatment as a single
species (comp. [3,10]). Furthermore, the subgroups of
Microbotryum violaceum s.l. apparently developed stable
narrow host specificities as well as stable morphological
differences in at least M. chloranthae-verrucosum, M. viola-Table 1: Studied specimens. List of sequenced specimens with hosts, DNA isolation numbers, GenBank http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/ accession numbers, and reference materials. Acronyms: B, Museum 
Botanicum Berolinense, Berlin, Germany; FO, Franz Oberwinkler, Tübingen, Germany; HUV, Herbarium Ustilaginales Vánky, Tübingen, Germany; M, Botanische Staatssammlung München, Munich, 
Germany; MP, Meike Piepenbring, Frankfurt, Germany; TUB, Herbarium of the Spezielle Botanik/Mykologie, Eberhard-Karls-Universität Tübingen, Tübingen, Germany.
Species Host DNA isolation no. GenBank accession no. Reference material
Bauerago abstrusa (Malençon) 
Vánky
Juncus sp. DB1888 DQ238719 HUV 18526
B. vuyckii (Oudem. & Beij.) Vánky Luzula sp. DB1895 DQ238720 MP2380
Liroa emodensis (Berk.) Cif. Polygonum chinense L. DB1037 DQ238743 FO17516
Microbotryum anomalum (J. Kunze 
ex G. Winter) Vánky
Fallopia aubertii (L. Henry) 
Holub
mk067 DQ238721 Hungary, Budapest, Gellért-hegy; leg. K. Imre; 26.10.1983; M-0066114
M. betonicae (Beck) R. Bauer & 
Oberw.
Salvia pratensis L. mk069 DQ238725 Germany, Baden-Württemberg, Tübingen, Spitzberg; leg. A. Nagler, B. Peters, U. & K. Vánky; 
19.06.1987; M-0066111
M. bistortarum (DC.) Vánky Polygonum viviparum L. mk080 DQ238711 Germany, Bavaria, Berchtesgaden, Watzmann; leg. H. Schmid-Hechel; 14.07.1982; M-0066099
M. bistortarum (DC.) Vánky Polygonum viviparum L. mk071 DQ238710 Mongolia, Central-Aimak, Chentej; leg. U. Braun; 29.06.1988; M-0066102
M. bistortarum (DC.) Vánky Polygonum viviparum L. mk070 DQ238709 Italy, Friaul, Sauris, Monte Tiarfin; leg. J. Hafellner; U. Trinkaus; 26.07.1995; M-0066101
M. bosniacum (G. Beck) Vánky Polygonum alpinum All. mk082 DQ238740 Italy, Novara, Gries-Pass; leg. F. Oberwinkler, A. Nagler, E., U. & K. Vánky; 13.08.1987; M-0066097
M. cordae (Liro) G. Deml & 
Prillinger
Polygonum hydropiper L. mk315 DQ238726 Germany, Saxony-Anhalt, Kremnitz, Schwarze Elster; leg. H. & I. Scholz; 31.05.2003; B70 0006023
M. dianthorum (Liro) H. & I. 
Scholz
Dianthus carthusianorum L. mk167 DQ238716 Germany, Baden-Württemberg, Tübingen, Unterjesingen; leg. M. Kemler; 31.08.2003; TUB 012503
M. dianthorum (Liro) H. & I. 
Scholz
Petroraghia saxifraga (L.) LK mk145 DQ238718 Italy, Elba, Way E Fetovia 1; leg. M. Hendrichs; 15.05.2000; TUB012106
M. dianthorum (Liro) H. & I. 
Scholz
Dianthus sylvestris Wulfen ml329 DQ238717 Slovenia, Bovec, Trenta, Alpinum Julianum; leg. D. Begerow & M. Lutz; 07.08.2001; TUB012504
M. dianthorum (Liro) H. & I. 
Scholz
Dianthus gratianopolitanus 
Vill.
mk119 DQ238715 Germany, Baden-Württemberg, Tübingen, Bot. Garden; leg. M. Kemler, 04.06.2003; TUB012505
M. holostei (de Bary) Vánky Holosteum umbellatum L. mk318 DQ238722 Germany, Saxony, Sobrigau; leg. M. Siegel; 20.04.2001; B 70 0006032
M. intermedium (J. Schröt.) Vánky Scabiosa triandra L. mk088 DQ238724 Croatia, Krk, Njivice; leg. H. Scholz; 02.08.1979; M-0066091
M. intermedium (J. Schröt.) Vánky Scabiosa lucida Vill. mk087 DQ238723 Germany, Bavaria, Oberjoch, Jochschrofen; leg. K. Vánky; 14.09.1987; M-0066090
M. lychnidis-dioicae (DC. ex Liro) 
G. Deml & Oberw.
Silene latifolia Poir. ssp. alba 
(Mill.) Greuter & Burdet
mk115 DQ238712 Germany, Berlin, Wahlheide; leg. M. Mennicken; 13.06.2003; TUB012506
M. nepalense (Liro) Vánky Polygonum alatum Buch.-
Ham. Ex D. Don
mk103 DQ238742 India, Uttar Pradesh, Mussoorie, Mt. Gun Hill; leg. K. Vánky; 20.09.1992; M-0066076
M. onopordi (Vánky) Vánky Onopordum bracteatum 
Boiss. & Heldr.
mk104 DQ238735 Greece, Div. Thessalia, Prov Lárisa, pr. Halkiades; leg. D.T. Briese & A. Shepard; 05.07.1989; M-
0066075
M. parlatorei (A. A. Fisch. Waldh.) 
Vánky
Rumex maritimus L. mk277 DQ238736 Germany, Saxony-Anhalt, Bleddin, Bleddiner Riβ; leg. I. Scholz; 30.09.2000; B 70 0007574
M. pustulatum (DC.) R. Bauer & 
Oberw.
Polygonum bistorta L. mk327 DQ238741 Germany, Saxony, Mt. Erzgebirge, Hermansdorfer Wiese; leg. W. Dietrich; 03.06.1988; M-0066071
M. reticulatum (Liro) R. Bauer & 
Oberw.
Polygonum lapathifolium L. mk112 DQ238730 Switzerland, Vaud, Yverdon; leg. F. Oberwinkler, A. Nagler, U. & K. Vánky; 12.08.1987; M-0066067
M. reticulatum (Liro) R. Bauer & 
Oberw.
Polygonum lapathifolium L. mk123 DQ238729 Austria, Styria, Windschuh, Kasten; leg. J. Poelt & H. Pittoni; 22.08.1983; M-0066063
M. reticulatum (Liro) R. Bauer & 
Oberw.
Polygonum lapathifolium L. mk122 DQ238728 Bulgaria, Khaskovo, Filevo; leg. K. Imre, S. Vanev & K. Vánky; 08.07.1983; M-0066064
M. scorzonerae (Alb. & Schwein.) 
G. Deml & Prillinger
Scorzonera humilis L. mk131 DQ238734 Germany, Bavaria, Garmisch-Partenkirchen; leg. C. Menge & K. Vánky; 01.06.1991; M-0066056
M. scorzonerae (Alb. & Schwein.) 
G. Deml & Prillinger
Scorzonera hispanica L. mk129 DQ238731 France, Alpes Maritimes, Grasse; leg. A. Nagler & K. Vánky; 09.06.1987; M-0066054
M. shastense (Zundel) Vánky Polygonum shastense 
Brewer
mk133 DQ238739 USA, California, Siskiyou Co., Mt. Shasta; leg. F. Oberwinkler, M. Berbee, G. Thorn & K. Vánky; 
08.08.1988; M-0066053
M. stellariae (Sowerby) G. Deml & 
Oberw.
Stellaria holostea L. DB3633 DQ238714 Germany, Baden-Württemberg, Tübingen, Spitzberg; leg. D. Begerow; 26.05.2001; TUB012507
M. stellariae (Sowerby) G. Deml & 
Oberw.
Stellaria holostea L. ml352 DQ238713 Germany, Baden-Württemberg, Ravensburg, Schomburg; leg. M. Kemler; 07.10.2001; TUB012508M. stygium (Liro) Vánky Rumex acetosa L. mk140 DQ238738 Germany, Baden-Württemberg, Pfullingen, Castle Lichtenstein; leg. M. Berbee & K. Vánky; 
11.06.1988; M-0066048
M. stygium (Liro) Vánky Rumex acetosa L. mk139 DQ238737 Germany, Saxony, Erzgebirge, Crottendorf; leg. W. Dietrich; 06.1987; M-0066047
M. tenuisporum (Cif.) Vánky Polygonum glabrum Willd. mk153 DQ238727 India, Karnataka, Mysore; leg. N. D. Sharma, R. Berndt & K. Vánky; 03.11.1995; M-0066041
M. tragoponis-pratensis (Pers.) R. 
Bauer & Oberw.
Tragopogon pratensis L. mk148 DQ238733 Switzerland, Grisons, Sur, Alp Flix; leg. M. Hendrichs; 27.06.2002; TUB012509
M. tragoponis-pratensis (Pers.) R. 
Bauer & Oberw.
Tragopogon pratensis L. mk158 DQ238732 Germany, Thuringia, Themar; leg. H. Dörfelt; 16.06.1986; M-0066039
M. tuberculiforme (Syd. & Syd.) 
Vánky
Polygonum runcinatum 
Hamilt. ex D. Don
mk159 DQ238744 Taiwan, Nan Tou, Mt. Ho Huan San; leg. R. Berndt; 05.07.1990; M-0066035
Ustilentyloma brefeldii (Willi 
Krieg.) Vánky
Calamagrostis arundinacea 
Roth
DB3638 DQ238745 Germany, Baden-Württemberg, Tübingen, Kirnbachtal; leg. H. Vogelmayer; 26.06.01; TUB012510
Table 1: Studied specimens. List of sequenced specimens with hosts, DNA isolation numbers, GenBank http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/ accession numbers, and reference materials. Acronyms: B, Museum 
Botanicum Berolinense, Berlin, Germany; FO, Franz Oberwinkler, Tübingen, Germany; HUV, Herbarium Ustilaginales Vánky, Tübingen, Germany; M, Botanische Staatssammlung München, Munich, 
Germany; MP, Meike Piepenbring, Frankfurt, Germany; TUB, Herbarium of the Spezielle Botanik/Mykologie, Eberhard-Karls-Universität Tübingen, Tübingen, Germany. (Continued)
ceo-irregulare and M. violaceo-verrucosum, all three with warts on the spore surface, lacking
a reticulum [6]. Aiming at a natural classification of this group, future work in anther
smuts of Caryophyllaceae will have to split the assemblage into more narrowly defined
species, building on the work of Liro [11] and other authors.
Many clades within Microbotryum violaceum s.l. are restricted to hosts that are themselves
closely related (e.g. M. dianthorum, M. saponariae, M. stellariae; Fig. 2). Indeed, preliminary
analyses showed the dominance of cospeciation events in caryophyllaceous anther smuts
and their hosts [4]. The trees presented here confirm that the species on the native North
American hosts Silene caroliniana spp. caroliniana, Silene caroliniana spp. pensylvanica and
Silene virginica belong to a sister group of the species from native European hosts [3]. This
implies that the two groups diverged before the radiation of the European anther smuts.
On the other hand, Lutz et al. [7] demonstrated that parasites on the native North Amer-
ican host Silene douglasii cluster together with the European M. lychnidis-dioicae lineages.
Whether this is due to a recent host shift from an invasive host or whether the parasite is
also native to North America remains to be clarified.
Sister taxon of the caryophyllaceous anther smuts is M. anomalum, a parasite destroying
the ovaries and the filaments of Fallopia aubertii (Polygonaceae). The seed parasite M.
holostei on Holosteum umbellatum (Caryophyllaceae) forms a monophyletic lineage with
two specimens of the dipsacaceous anther smut M. scabiosae on Knautia species; this line-
age appears as a sister taxon of M. anomalum and the anther smuts of Caryophyllaceae. The
species presumably most closely related to the caryophyllaceous anther smuts raise several
new questions about the evolutionary history of parasitism on Caryophyllaceae and of
anther smuts in general. If the cluster comprising Microbotryum group III, M. anomalum, M.
holostei, and M. scabiosae forms a monophylum, their ancestor already had been an anther
smut. Our data do not reject this hypothesis. If future work confirms the position of M.
anomalum between the two lineages of anther smuts, it can be assumed that they have
evolved twice independently; this would also imply that the colonization of Caryophyl-
laceae occurred twice: once in the anthers and once in the seeds. If the position of M.
anomalum proves to be wrong and the two lineages appear as sister taxa, the ancestor of
both might have been a caryophyllaceous anther smut. Afterwards, parasitism in the seeds
of Caryophyllaceae could have evolved, leading to M. holostei, and another group of par-
asites originated from a jump on Dipsacaceae as a host family, leading to M. scabiosae. That
the anther smuts can more or less easily jump from one host family to another is ind
by the fact that anther parasites on three different host families cluster in one grou
betonicae, M. pinguiculae, M. intermedium; see above and compare Figs. 1, 2). In the li
these questions, it would also be desirable to determine the phylogenetic position 
other seed parasites of Caryophyllaceae and the ovary parasite M. morinae on Morina
folia (Dipsacaceae).
As anther smuts parasitise on different host families, the question occurs why rad
was much more extensive in anther smuts of Caryophyllaceae as on the other host 
lies. Previous work has shown that in Europe and North America 113 species of th
Caryophyllaceae are hosts for anther smuts [5], which means that about 13.3% are
sitised. In contrast, only 11 (4.4-3.6%) out of the 250–300 species of Dipsacacea
known to be parasitised by anther smuts [6,39]. Although sampling bias may play a
it seems implausible that the observed pattern may completely be explained in tha
Nevertheless, future research should make a point of additional sampling effort in a
smuts on host families other than Caryophyllaceae.
Genus delimitations
The reinstatement of Microbotryum by Deml and Oberwinkler [45] only included a
smuts of Caryophyllaceae. Moore [46] proposed that Ustilago species of other dicoty
nous hosts should be put into the genus Bauhinus. Another approach, mainly bas
spore mass colour, was the inclusion of most of the Ustilago species on Eudicot host
Microbotryum [6].
Our molecular data do neither confirm nor reject the Bauhinus  concept. Taking
account a consequently phylogenetic approach to taxonomy [47], however, it is als
dent that an ecological (i.e., with respect to host taxonomy) justification of the prop
genus Bauhinus is simply lacking, irrespective of our molecular results. If parasitising
ophyllaceae is the apomorphic trait, parasitism on other Eudicot families would be 
omorphic and cannot be used to support monophyly of Bauhinus. If parasi
Caryophyllaceae is plesiomorphic (which is highly improbable regarding the mole
phylogenies as well as the distribution of this trait), the monophyletic status of Mic
ryum s.str. (excluding Bauhinus) could not be justified. Hence, the approach of Ván
seems to be the most appropriate taxonomic treatment of the group so far. HoweverBMC Evolutionary Biology 2006, 6:35 http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2148/6/35
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posals as, e.g., to include Liroa  into  Microbotryum  [19]
should also be considered. Our data do not reject the
monophyly of an extended genus Microbotryum including
Liroa.
Our work has shown that the genus delimitations of Liroa,
Microbotryum, and Sphacelotheca need to be reconsidered.
Whereas ITS data should be of great help with respect to
the delimitation of species (as discussed in the Microbot-
ryum group III section) they still provide insufficient evi-
dence with respect to the phylogenetic relationships
between genera of the Microbotryaceae in some parts of
the tree mostly due to alignment ambiguities. A phyloge-
netic hypothesis of Microbotryaceae, based on more spe-
cies or carefully selected species and incorporation of
phenotypic as well as additional molecular markers, is
needed. A more exhaustive phylogeny may help to under-
stand but may also raise new questions here and in other
fields of anther smut research.
Conclusion
In this study we have used data derived from nuclear ITS
and a multiple analysis approach to sequence alignment
to address phylogenetic questions in the parasitic fungal
family Microbotryaceae. As our analyses confirm the stud-
ies of other authors that branch support values for some
clades are highly dependent on the alignment approach
used, we conclude that more attention should be given to
alignment construction in phylogenetic analyses in gen-
eral. Other clades are robustly supported throughout the
alignment space, indicating that the exclusion of ambigu-
ously-aligned regions can lead to a loss of phylogeneti-
cally valuable information. Some evidence is presented
that the genus Microbotryum  is paraphyletic, as some
Microbotryum species form a group with the genera Liroa
and  Sphacelotheca, even though support values for this
hypothesis are vulnerable to alignment conditions. As the
pathogens on Polygonaceae appear to be paraphyletic, we
conclude that parasitism on this family forms the ances-
tral state and parasitism on other plant families is derived.
The data also indicate that sorus formation in the repro-
ductive organs of the host is not the derived state but
might have been present already in the ancestor of Micro-
botryaceae. Based on a larger dataset as in previous stud-
ies, we could confirm the monophyly of the
caryophyllaceous anther smuts and that there exists a
group of North American anther smuts on native hosts
that is clearly separated from the European clade. Further-
more, the analyses revealed a second clade of anther
smuts, containing parasites on Dipsacaceae, Lamiaceae,
and Lentibulariaceae, yet, it remains unresolved how the
two groups of anther smuts are related to each other. The
parasites on Asteraceae form a monophyletic group,
although without support.
Methods
Sample sources, nomenclature, and morphological 
information
The specimens examined in this study are listed in Table
1. The nomenclature follows [6,7,39]. Assignment of
specimens to species was based on location of sori, spore
surface ornamentation, spore mass colour and host data
as described by [7,39]. If specimens could not unequivo-
cally be ascribed, the name "Microbotryum violaceum s.l."
was used as in Vánky [39]. Morphological characters and
character state distributions of specimens were compiled
from Vánky [6,16,39] and, except characters only observ-
able with scanning electron microscopy, directly checked
on the specimens available to us.
DNA-extraction, PCR, and sequencing
In order to extract genomic DNA the DNeasy™ Plant Mini
Kit (Qiagen, Germany) was used. The ITS region localized
between the 18S and 28S rRNA genes was amplified by
polymerase chain reaction (PCR) using ITS1f and ITS4
[48] or ITS1 and ITS4 [49], respectively, as primers to
obtain an approximately 700 bp long DNA fragment. To
purify the PCR products, the QIAquick™ Kit (Qiagen, Ger-
many) was used. Samples were sequenced with the
BigDye™ Terminator Cycle Sequencing Kit V3.1 (Applied
Biosystems) on an automatic sequencer (ABI 3100
Genetic Analyser). DNA sequences determined in the
course of this study were deposited in GenBank, accession
numbers are given in Table 1.
Additionally, the following sequences from GenBank
were used: [AF045876, AF045878, AF045879, AF045880,
AF045881, AY212990, AY014235, AY014236, AY014238,
AY014239, AY588077, AY588079, AY588080,
AY588081, AY588082, AY588083, AY588084,
AY588085, AY588087, AY588092, AY588094,
AY588097, AY588099, AY588100, AY588101,
AY588103, AY588104, AY588105, AY588106,
AY588108, AY588114, AY877406, AY877407,
AY877408, AY877409, AY877413, AY877419].
Sequence alignment
As described above, we followed both a "multiple analy-
sis" [33] as well as an exclusion strategy to explore the
alignment-dependency of the phylogenetic results. For
exclusion of alignment-ambiguous regions, ITS sequences
were aligned with DIALIGN 2.2.1 [50] using the -n
option. In contrast to the majority of alignment tools,
DIALIGN constructs a multiple sequence alignment
(including a quality score for each alignment column)
from whole sequence fragments found in local pair-wise
alignments. All positions that obtained a quality score as
low as 0 or 1 were excluded before inferring trees; this pro-
cedure automatically lead to the deletion of positions
with a lot of leading or trailing gaps due to incompleteBMC Evolutionary Biology 2006, 6:35 http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2148/6/35
Page 13 of 15
(page number not for citation purposes)
sequencing too. Additionally, DIALIGN frequently
regards stretches of bases in single sequences as una-
ligned; these were coded as missing data.
For multiple analysis, MAFFT [36] was used under the
FFT-NS-i option, i.e. with fast construction of an initial
alignment followed by iterative refinement until conver-
gence. The POA software [51] uses the partial order graph
format to effectively store alignment information. POA
was run in progressive and local mode (-do_progressive -
read_pairscores <filename>) after computing pair-wise
sequence similarities with the make_pscores.pl script pro-
vided with the POA package (we slightly modified the
script for use with DNA BLAST instead of protein BLAST).
PCMA [38] uses the faster Clustal algorithm [52] for sim-
ilar sequences and the slower but more accurate T-Coffee
algorithm [53] for more divergent sequences. We used -
ave_grp_id = 90, i.e. forced all sequence groups with less
than 90% identity to be aligned with T-Coffee.
Positions of many leading or trailing gaps were excluded
before inferring phylogenetic trees. Cross-comparison
between the three alignments also revealed that some
short (about 2–10 bp) stretches of bases in a few
sequences in two of the alignments were likely to be mis-
aligned due to incomplete sequencing resulting in long
leading or trailing gaps in these sequences; these stretches
were coded as missing data. No manual "corrections"
were applied as recommended by Giribet and Wheeler
[54] and Gatesy et al. [32].
Maximum parsimony heuristic search (as explained
below) was then performed on a data matrix obtained by
concatenating these three alignments, similar to the eli-
sion method of Wheeler et al. [31]. Bootstrapping, how-
ever, requires statistical independency of all alignment
positions [33]. Accordingly, bootstrap analyses were per-
formed separately for the different alignments. In princi-
ple, a common majority-rule consensus can then be
computed to summarize the results of such a "multiple
analysis" [33], as discussed in Farris et al. [34]. However,
we preferred to show the different support values as in
Morrison and Ellis [28], since the magnitude of the differ-
ence between the bootstrap supports inferred from differ-
ent alignments reveals how sensitive the respective clades
were to the alignment algorithm applied.
Phylogenetic analysis
With PAUP*, a heuristic search under the maximum par-
simony criterion (e.g., [55]) was performed using 200 rep-
licates with random addition of sequences and
subsequent TBR branch swapping (multrees option in
effect, steepest descent option not in effect). Gaps were
treated as missing data. Due to the large number of
equally parsimonious trees found, no more than 25 trees
of score greater than or equal to 1 were saved in each rep-
licate. Bootstrap analysis [56] under maximum parsi-
mony was conducted with PAUP* as well using 1000
replicates. In each bootstrap replicate, 25 random
sequence addition replicates followed by TBR search were
performed, saving no more than 10 trees of score greater
than or equal to 1 per replicate and using a reconnection
limit of 12. Uninformative characters were excluded
before bootstrapping.
To obtain appropriate substitution models for maximum
likelihood analysis, each alignment was analysed with
Modeltest 3.6 [57] using the Akaike information criterion
in its AICc variant [58]. Under the respective model
found, likelihood analyses were then performed with
PhyML 2.4.4 [59]. For bootstrapping, PhyML's built-in
bootstrap function was used with 500 replicates, respec-
tively.
Based on studies of [15], two Ustilentyloma species belong-
ing to the Ustilentylomataceae, which is the sister group
of the Microbotryaceae, were used to root the trees. All
alignments together with the trees inferred from them
were deposited in TREEBASE [60] and are included as files
in NEXUS format with comments in the supplementary
material [see Additional file 1].
Authors' contributions
MK collected specimens in the field; obtained most of the
genomic DNA; conducted the majority of the ITS rDNA
sequencing; and wrote the manuscript. MG conducted the
sequence alignments; performed the phylogenetic analy-
ses; and wrote the manuscript. MK and MG collected the
morphological data. FO provided ideas and support for
phylogenetic work. DB collected specimens in the field;
isolated some of the genomic DNA; revised the text; intro-
duced MK to the field of molecular systematics; and super-
vised his Ph.D. thesis. All authors read and approved the
final manuscript.
Additional material
Acknowledgements
We would like to thank Matthias Hendrichs and Mechthilde Mennicken for 
providing specimens; Matthias Lutz for providing specimens and sample 
Additional File 1
Alignment, Bootstrap trees, Trees. Dialign NEXUS file and concatenated 
MAFFT, PCMA, and POA NEXUS file. Likelihood and Parsimony boot-
strap .tre and .log files and PhyML bootstrap .rtf file. Likelihood and Par-
simony .tre, .log and .con files.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-
2148-6-35-S1.zip]BMC Evolutionary Biology 2006, 6:35 http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2148/6/35
Page 14 of 15
(page number not for citation purposes)
DNA and critically reading the manuscript; Uwe Simon for critically reading 
the manuscript; Adam Schuner for help with the language. Two anonymous 
reviewers for helpful comments. DFG for financial support.
References
1. Hood ME, Antonovics J: Mating within the meiotic tetrad and
the maintenance of genomic heterozygosity.  Genetics 2004,
166:1751-1759.
2. Giraud T: Patterns of within population dispersal and mating
of the fungus Microbotryum violaceum parasitising the plant
Silene latifolia.  Heredity 2004, 93:559-565.
3. Freeman AB, Duong KK, Shi TL, Hughes CF, Perlin MH: Isolates of
Microbotryum violaceum from North American host species
are phylogenetically distinct from European host-derived
counterparts.  Mol Phylogenet Evol 2002, 23:158-170.
4. Begerow D, Göker M, Lutz M, Stoll M: On the evolution of smut
fungi and their hosts.  In Frontiers in Basidiomycote Mycology Edited
by: Agerer R, Piepenbring M, Blanz P. Eching: IHW Verlag; 2004:81-98. 
5. Thrall PH, Biere A, Antonovics J: Plant-life history and disease
susceptibility – the occurrence of Ustilago violacea on differ-
ent species within the Caryophyllaceae.  J Ecol 1993,
81:489-498.
6. Vánky K: The genus Microbotryum  (smut fungi).  Mycotaxon
1998, 67:33-118.
7. Lutz M, Göker M, Piatek M, Kemler M, Begerow D, Oberwinkler F:
Anther smuts of Caryophyllaceae: molecular characters
indicate host-dependent species delimitation.  Mycol Prog 2005,
4(3):225-238.
8. Perlin MH: Pathovars or formae speciales of Microbotryum vio-
laceum differ in electrophoretic karyotype.  Int J Plant Sci 1996,
157:447-452.
9. Perlin MH, Hughes C, Welch J, Akkaraju S, Steinecker D, Kumar A,
Smith B, Garr SS, Brown SA, Andom T: Molecular approaches to
differentiate subpopulations or formae speciales of the fun-
gal phytopathogen Microbotryum violaceum.  Int J Plant Sci
1997, 158:568-574.
10. Bucheli E, Gautschi B, Shykoff JA: Host-specific differentiation in
the anther smut fungus Microbotryum violaceum as revealed
by microsatellites.  J Evolution Biol 2000, 13:188-198.
11. Liro JI: Die Ustilagineen Finnlands I.  Ann Acad Sci Fenn Ser A 1924,
17:1-636.
12. Bauer R, Oberwinkler F, Vánky K: Studies in heterobasidiomyc-
etes, part 139. Ultrastructural markers and systematics in
smut fungi and allied taxa.  Can J Bot 1997, 75:1273-1314.
13. Vánky K, Berner D: Microbotryum sylibum sp. nov. (Microbotry-
ales).  Mycotaxon 2003, 85:307-311.
14. Vánky K: Taxonomic studies on Ustilaginomycetes – 24.  Myco-
taxon 2004, 89:55-118.
15. Weiss M, Bauer R, Begerow D: Spotlights on heterobasidiomyc-
etes.  In Frontiers in Basidiomycote Mycology Edited by: Agerer R,
Piepenbring M, Blanz P. Eching: IHW Verlag; 2004:7-48. 
16. Vánky K: Illustrated genera of smut fungi Stuttgart: Gustav Fischer Ver-
lag; 1987. 
17. Vánky K, Oberwinkler F: Ustilaginales on Polygonaceae – a tax-
onomic revision.  Nova Hedwigia 1994:107.
18. Piepenbring M: Morphology of Liroa emodensis (Microbotry-
ales, Basidiomycota) on Polygonum chinense.  Fung Sci 2002,
17:55-64.
19. Piepenbring M: Comparative morphology of galls formed by
smut fungi and discussion of generic concepts.  In Frontiers in
Basidiomycote Mycology Edited by: Agerer R, Piepenbring M, Blanz P.
Eching: IHW Verlag; 2004:117-164. 
20. Vánky K: The new classificatory system for smut fungi, and
two new genera.  Mycotaxon 1999, 70:35-49.
21. Begerow D, Lutz M, Oberwinkler F: Implications of molecular
characters for the phylogeny of the genus Entyloma.  Mycol Res
2002, 106:1392-1399.
22. Levy LA, Castlebury LM, Carris LJ, Meyer R, Pimentel G: Internal
transcribed spacer sequence-based phylogeny and polymer-
ase chain reaction-restriction fragment length polymorphis-
mdifferentiation of Tilletia walkeri and T. indica.  Phytopathology
2001, 91:935-940.
23. Stoll M, Piepenbring M, Begerow D, Oberwinkler F: Molecular phy-
logeny of Ustilago and Sporisorium species (Basidiomycota,
Ustilaginales) based on internal transcribed spacer (ITS)
sequences.  Can J Bot 2003, 81:976-984.
24. Almaraz T, Roux C, Maumont S, Durrieu G: Phylogenetic relation-
ships among smut fungi parasitizing dicotyledons based on
ITS sequence analysis.  Mycol Res 2002, 106:541-548.
25. Farris JS, Källersjö M, Kluge AC, Bult C: Testing significance of
incongruence.  Cladistics 1995, 10:315-319.
26. Barker FK, Lutzoni F: The utility of the incongruence length dif-
ference test.  Syst Biol 2002, 51:625-637.
27. Mindell DP: Aligning DNA sequences: Homology and phyloge-
netic weighting.  In Phylogenetic analysis of DNA sequences Edited by:
Miyamoto MM, Cracraft J. New York/Oxford: Oxford University
Press; 1991:73-89. 
28. Morrison DA, Ellis JT: Effects of nucleotide sequence alignment
on phylogeny estimation: a case study of 18S rDNAs of Api-
complexa.  Mol Biol Evol 1997, 14:428-441.
29. Thorne JL, Kishino H: Freeing phylogeny from artifacts of align-
ment.  Mol Biol Evol 1992, 9:1148-1162.
30. Lake JA: The order of sequence alignment can bias the selec-
tion of tree topology.  Mol Biol Evol 1991, 8:378-385.
31. Wheeler WC, Gatesy J, DeSalle R: Elision: A method for accom-
modating multiple molecular sequence alignments with
alignment-ambiguous sites.  Mol Phylogen Evol 1995, 4:1-9.
32. Gatesy J, DeSalle R, Wheeler W: Alignment-ambiguous nucle-
otide sites and exclusion of systematic data.  Mol Phylogenet Evol
1993, 2:152-157.
33. Lee MSY: Unalignable sequences and molecular evolution.
Trends Ecol Evol 2001, 16:681-685.
34. Farris JS, Källersjö M, Crowe TM, Lipscomb DL, Johansson U: Frig-
atebirds, Tropicbirds, and Ciconiida: Excesses of confidence
probability.  Cladistics 1999, 15:1-7.
35. Farris JS: The retention index and the rescaled consistency
index.  Cladistics 1989, 5:417-419.
36. Katoh K, Misawa K, Kuma K, Miyata T: MAFFT: a novel method
for rapid multiple sequence alignment based on fast Fourier
transform.  Nucleic Acids Res 2002, 30:3059-3066.
37. Lassmann T, Sonnhammer ELL: Quality assessment of multiple
alignment programs.  FEBS Lett 2002, 529:126-130.
38. Pei J, Sadreyev R, Grishin NV: PCMA: fast and accurate multiple
sequence alignment based on profile consistency.  Bioinformat-
ics 2003, 19:427-428.
39. Vánky K: European Smut Fungi.  Gustav Fischer Verlag, Stuttgart;
1994. 
40. Piepenbring M, Vánky K, Oberwinkler F: Aurantiosporium, a new
genus for Ustilago subnitens (Ustilaginales).  Pl Syst Evol 1996,
199:53-64.
41. Law R, Cook RED, Manlove RJ: The ecology of flower and bulbil
production in Polygonum viviparum.  Nord J Bot 1983, 3:559-565.
42. Bremer K, Backlund A, Sennblad B, Swenson U, Andreasen K, Hjert-
son M, Lundberg J, Backlund M, Bremer B: A phylogenetic analysis
of 100+ genera and 50+ families of euasterids based on mor-
phological and molecular data with notes on possible higher
level morphological synapomorphies.  Plant Syst Evol 2001,
229:137-169.
43. Caputo P, Cozzolino S, Moretti A: Molecular phylogenetics of
Dipsacaceae reveals parallel trends in seed dispersal syn-
dromes.  Plant Syst Evol 2004, 246:163-175.
44. López-Villavicencio M, Enjalbert J, Hood ME, Shykoff JA, Raquin C,
Giraud T: The anther smut disease on Gypsophila repens: a
case of parasite sub-optimal performance following a recent
host shift?  Evol Biol 2005, 18:1293-1303.
45. Deml G, Oberwinkler F: Studies in heterobasidiomycetes, part
24. On Ustilago violacea (Pers.) Rouss. from Saponaria offici-
nalis L.  Phytopathol Z 1982, 104:345-356.
46. Moore RT: The genus Bauhinus gen. nov.: For species of Usti-
lago on dicot hosts.  Mycotaxon 1992, 45:97-100.
47. Hennig W: Phylogenetic systematics.  Ann Rev Entomol 1965,
10:97-116.
48. Gardes M, Bruns TD: ITS primers with enhanced specificity for
basidiomycetes – application to the identification of mycor-
rhizae and rusts.  Mol Ecol 1993, 2:113-118.
49. White TJ, Bruns TD, Lee S, Taylor JW: Amplification and direct
sequencing of fungal ribosomal RNA genes for phylogenet-
ics.  Edited by: Innis MA, Gelfand DH, Sninsky JJ, White TJ. PCR pro-
tocols, a guide to methods and applications, Academic Press, San
Diego; 1990:315-322. Publish with BioMed Central    and   every 
scientist can read your work free of charge
"BioMed Central will be the most significant development for 
disseminating the results of biomedical research in our lifetime."
Sir Paul Nurse, Cancer Research UK
Your research papers will be:
available free of charge to the entire biomedical community
peer reviewed and published  immediately upon acceptance
cited in PubMed and archived on PubMed Central 
yours — you keep the copyright
Submit your manuscript here:
http://www.biomedcentral.com/info/publishing_adv.asp
BioMedcentral
BMC Evolutionary Biology 2006, 6:35 http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2148/6/35
Page 15 of 15
(page number not for citation purposes)
50. Morgenstern B: DIALIGN 2: improvement of the segment-to-
segment approach to multiple sequence alignment.  Bioinfor-
matics 1999, 15:211-218.
51. Lee C, Grasso C, Sharlow M: Multiple sequence alignment using
partial order graphs.  Bioinformatics 2002, 18:452-464.
52. Thompson JD, Higgins DG, Gibson CWD: Clustal W: improving
the sensitivity of progressive multiple sequence alignment
through sequence weighting, position-specific gap penalties
and weight matrix choice.  Nucleic Acids Res 1994, 22:4673-4680.
53. Notredame C, Higgins DG, Heringa J: T-Coffee: a novel method
for fast and accurate multiple sequence alignment.  J Mol Biol
2000, 302:205-217.
54. Giribet G, Wheeler W: On gaps.  Mol Phylogenet Evol 1999,
13:132-143.
55. Fitch WM: Towards defining the course of evolution: mini-
mum change for a specific tree topology.  Syst Zool 1971,
20:406-416.
56. Felsenstein J: Confidence limits on phylogenies, an approach
using the bootstrap.  Evolution 1985, 39:783-791.
57. Posada D, Crandall KA: Modeltest: testing the model of DNA
substitution.  Bioinformatics 1998, 14:817-818.
58. Posada D, Buckley TR: Model selection and model averaging in
phylogenetics: advantages of the AIC and Bayesian
approaches over likelihood ratio tests.  Syst Biol 2004,
53:793-808.
59. Guindon S, Gascuel O: A simple, fast, and accurate algorithm
to estimate large phylogenies by maximum likelihood.  Syst
Biol 2003, 52:696-704.
60. TREEBASE   [http://www.treebase.org/]